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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to the amendment filed 4/30/08. Currently, claims 13- 
25 are pending in this application. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 21 is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 

Claim 21 recites the same limitation as claim 13 (last 2 lines) therefore, Examiner 
believes claim 21 does not further limits claim 13. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 13-15, 17-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by New (USP 4,061 ,438). 

Regarding claims 13 and 14, New teaches a vibration suppressing cutting tool 
comprising a holder having a shank (1) formed with a pocket (7: sleeve is considered to 
be part of the shaft) in which a vibration suppressing piece (10) which is not coupled to 
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said holder is received so as not to be able to come off said pocket ('438, figure 1 ). New 
also teaches pocket (7) having inner walls : end walls (8: flat surface) and side wall (9: 
cylindrical surface) wherein at least portions of the inner wall (i.e. end wall, 8) of said 
pocket that knock against said vibration suppressing piece (10) or portions of the 
surface of said vibration suppressing piece (i.e. the diameter portion/ the part facing wall 
8, which is flat) that knock against said inner wall (8) of said pocket are flat surfaces 
('438, col. 3, lines 15-18). Furthermore, New teaches clearance between the vibration 
suppressing piece (10) and wall surfaces (8,10), therefore said vibration suppressing 
piece (10) knocks against the wall surfaces wall when the holder vibrates during cutting 
('438, col. 3, lines 24-33). Furthermore, regarding claim s13 and 21, New teaches the 
tool being an overhung boring bar for machining bores of non-uniform diameter along 
their length, therefore, the cutting tool is expected to generate vibrations causing 
displacement in the horizontal direction (arrow X below) during machining, whereby the 
vibration direction (X) is substantially perpendicular to the first and second flat inner wall 
surfaces (X1 , X2) ('438, col. 1 , lines 5-8) (note: this concept is also evidenced by Muller 
et al., USP 3,663,1 16, col. 1 , lines 22-25). New also discloses although chatter is a 
resonance phenomenon, the frequency of chatter vibrations is not solely dependent on 
characteristics of the boring bar, but on several other factors as well, such as the cutting 
conditions and the material of the workpiece ('438, col. 6, lines 52-61). Also note that 
the instant application states that " . . .The first and second inner wall surfaces of the 
pocket and thus the flat surfaces of the vibration suppressing piece are arranged so as 
to extend perpendicular to the direction of vibrations of the holder expected to be 
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produced during cutting" (page 5, 2 nd paragraph). Regarding claim 15, New teaches 
said pocket having first and second flat inner wall surfaces (X1 , X2: see figure below) 
opposed to each other, and wherein said vibration suppressing piece (10) has third and 
fourth flat surfaces (Y1 , Y2: see figure below) and is received in said pocket such that 
said third and fourth surfaces face said first and second surfaces, respectively, with a 
clearance defined between said first and second surfaces and said vibration 
suppressing piece, said first, second, third and fourth surfaces being oriented so as to 
cross the direction in which said holder vibrates during cutting. Regarding claim 17, New 
teaches clearance of 0.1 0 to 0.1 3 mm and although the actual choice of length and 
diameter of the damper mass is not critical, the best results are attained with a 
clearance in the range 0.107 to 0.122 mm (which reads on the claimed limitation 0.01- 
0.5 mm) ('438, col. 3, lines 23-30). Regarding claim 22, New teaches a cutting tool 
having a damper assembly consisting of a closed cavity in the bar in which is located a 
damper mass having a damping clearance around it, and forward of the cutting tool a 
second damper assembly which also consists of a closed cavity containing a damper 
mass surrounded by a damping clearance ('438, figure 3 and col. 4, lines 29-38). 
Regarding claims 18 and 19, New teaches in figures 1 and 2, said pocket having a 
width that is 20-1 00% of the diameter of the shank, a height of 5-70% of the height of 
the shank and an axial length of 50-250% of the diameter/height of the shank. 
Furthermore, New teaches the actual choice of length and diameter of the damper mass 
is not critical ('483, col. 1 , liens 27-29). Regarding claim 20, New teaches the shank 
being made of cylindrical steel tube (2) while the vibration suppressing piece (10) is 
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made of heavy alloy ('438, col. 3, lines 4-5 and lines 18-24). Regarding claims 23 and 
24, New teaches a blind hole and Examiner is considering the sleeve (7) to be the 
sealing means (also see figures 9 and 10). 




Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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2. Claims 16 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over New (USP 4,061,438). 

New teaches a vibration suppressing cutting tool comprising a holder having a 
shank (1) formed with a pocket (7: having inner walls: end walls (8) and side wall (9)) in 
which a vibration suppressing piece (10) which is not coupled to said holder is received, 
as set forth in the above rejection. Regarding claim 16, New discloses all of the claimed 
limitations (i.e. pocket and vibration suppressing piece having flat surfaces that are 
perpendicular to the central axis of the shank wherein the opposed inner wall surfaces 
X1 , X2 of said pocket having a greater area than other surfaces Y1 , Y2, of said vibration 
suppressing piece: see figure above) except for the sections being rectangular). It would 
have been an obvious matter of design choice to make the different portions of the 
vibration suppressing piece of whatever form or shape was desired or expedient to fit 
the bore/pocket it is received in. A change in form or shape is generally recognized as 
being within the level of ordinary skill in the art, absent any showing of unexpected 
results. Regarding claim 25, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to make the shank and the head separate 
pieces, because it has been held that constructing a formerly integral structure in 
various elements involves only routine skill in the art. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 13-25 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sara Addisu at (571) 272-6082. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 8:30 am - 5 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Boyer Ashley can be reached on (571) 272-4502. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 

For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 

you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 

Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Sara Addisu 

(571)272-6082 

8/11/08 



/Boyer D. Ashley/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3724 



